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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The subject of local number portability received relatively little dis­

cussion in the comments. This is understandable given that this portability

issue bears no relevance to the primary focus of this inquiry: who should

administer the North American Numbering Plan. Nevertheless, some of

the comments did address the portability issue, and some of these com­

ments contained factual errors. Part II of this Reply corrects these errors.

Part III of this Reply begins to discuss some of the important public

policy, operational, and economic issues that were largely ignored in the

comments, including those filed by the most vocal proponents of number

portability. As the discussion in this Reply makes apparent, these other is­

sues must be addressed before consideration can be given to implementing

additional forms of local number portability.

One important point deserves mention at the outset. An intelligent

discussion regarding any subject requires consensus over the question be­

ing discussed. Some commenters give the impression that the question is

whether local number portability will be made available at all. But as oth-
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ers pointed out in their comments,l some forms of local number portability

are already available today and, with the work now being done in connec­

tion with personal communications services, other, more robust forms of

number portability can be expected in the near future. Thus, the real is­

sues that must be addressed by the industry are three: (1) Are the current

and planned forms of number portability inadequate to meet the market de­

mand for this capability; (2) If so, what additional forms of number portabil­

ity can be implemented to satisfy this market demand; and (3) Is this mar­

ket demand large enough that carriers will recoup their implementation

costs?

Common to all three questions is the market demand for number

portability. Regrettably, there is no evidence in the record that the current

and planned forms of number portability are not adequate to address the

current market demand for this capability. Without such evidence, it

makes little sense to discuss the cost and feasibility of additional forms of

number portability because there can be no assurance that carriers can re­

cover their costs in implementing any new capability. Indeed, without

such evidence, there can be no assurance that any new form of number

portability actually implemented will satisfy the market demand for that

capability.

Some have suggested that the Commission initiate a separate pro­

ceeding limited to the subject of local number portability so that the indus­

try's attention is not diverted by the other important issues raised in the

lSee, e.g., Ameritech Comments at 13; GTE Comments at 19; U S WEST Comments.
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current proceeding.2 While U S WEST does not oppose this recommenda­

tion, it must question the value of such a proceeding until appropriate mar­

ket demand data is submitted in the public record.

II. SOME OF 11IE NUMBERPORTABD.JTY COMMENTS
CONTAIN FAC'IUAL ERRORS

MFS Communications asserts that "the technology [to provide local

number portability] is available" and that, as a result, the Commission

should "requir[el the local exchange carriers to implement number porta­

bility technology . . . within one year after an eligible carrier requests it."3

MFS is mistaken. The technology is not now available;4 indeed, even MFS

acknowledges that the type of number portability it seeks would represent

"a significant technical advance."5

Moreover, the form of local number portability sought by MFS could

not be implemented in one year even if the technology were available. MFS

proposes use of a data base system similar to that being deployed for 800

service. However, for 800 service, the Commission imposed an I8-month

2See, e.g., Illinois Commission Comments at 6.

3MFS Comments at 8 and 9. One must question the seriousness in which MFS makes its
proposal given its admission that it does not know tithe cost, feasibility, and other conse­
quences of actually deploying a database system for local number portability" WI. at 8-9),
and given its failure to provide any market demand data for more robust forms of local
number portability.

4See, e.g., Sprint Comments at 10; Bell Atlantic Comments at 5 n.6; NYNEX Comments at
8; BellSouth Comments at 16.

5MFS Comments at 9.
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implementation deadline. which it was later required to extend by two

months.

There is no reason to believe that this same 20-month implementa­

tion schedule for 800 data base could also be used with respect to a local

number portability data base system. In the first place. at the time the

Commission imposed its 800 deadline in August 1992. the industry had al­

ready spent years planning and developing its 800 data base system;6 in­

deed. at the time the deadline was imposed. many 800 data bases were al­

ready operational (albeit in connection with certain intraLATA 800 services

only). None of this development work and implementation has been done in

connection with a local number portability data base system.

Moreover. implementation of a data base system for local number

portability would be an enormous undertaking compared to the 800 data

base system. The 800 data base system was deployed in connection with

numbers in one Service Access Code only. The provision of a similar sys­

tem for local number portability may require a separate data base system

for each of the 144 geographic Numbering Plan Area codes (because of the

number of working numbers in each NPA).7 Consequently. MFS's sugges-

6Planning for the current 800 data base system began in 1982, when the BOCs learned that
the data base system they had been using would be assigned to AT&T at divestiture.

7Actually, the telephone industry may be required to deploy more than 144 data base sys­
tems. This is because the Bell companies are subject to the LATA restrictions of the MFJ,
there are more LATAs than there are NPAs, and those LATA restrictions may influence
how the Bell companies are allowed to implement new technologies to provide such capa­
bilities as number portability. U S WEST has not had an opportunity to examine thor­
oughly the complex legal and operational issues associated with the discongruence of
LATA and NPA boundaries.
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tion that carriers deploy a data base system for local number portability

within one year of receiving a request is not practical (even if the technology

necessary to provide this capability were already developed and deployed).8

Unlike MFS, Teleport Communications acknowledges that the capa­

bility to provide more robust forms of local number portability do not now ex­

ist. However, Teleport asserts that local portability can be provided in the

near term and at "minimal" cost because "Local Number Portability is ex­

pected to be a normal AIN feature."9 In fact, local number portability is not

"a normal AIN feature."

While Advanced Intelligent Networks will certainly facilitate the

provision of number portability, the deployment of AIN by itself will not en­

able carriers to provide this portability. The AIN software generics being

developed by switch vendors are being designed so carriers have more flexi­

bility in programming their switches to perform new functions during call

processing. For example, these AIN generics may allow switches to query

a remote data base after receipt of the dialed digits, and this data base query

could be used to identify the carrier serving the called party. However, even

assuming these AIN generics work as advertised,1O the provision of local

8However, the complexity and enormity of universal local number portability vis-a-vis
800 data base are not just upgrading and expanding the networks of all carriers, but also
involve a variety of operational and public policy issues that did not have to be addressed in
connection with 800 data base. See Part III infra.

9rreleport Comments at 7.

lOrrhe full functionality of the AIN generics now under development cannot be determined
until they are installed and tested. U S WEST fears that, at least in the near future, AIN
functionalities available in one switch type (e.g., DMS-lOO) may not be available in other
switch types (e.g., 5ESS). In addition, many AIN functionalities will not be available for

Continued on Next Page
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number portability would still require the deployment of additional hard­

ware (e.g., data bases), the development of additional software, and the ex­

pansion of existing network components to handle the increased traffic and

signaling requirements - in addition to resolving all the public policy, op­

erational, and economic issues discussed in Part III of this Reply (e.g., new

billing systems, new network addressing arrangements).11

Finally, McCaw Cellular Communications contends that the "biggest

problem with local number portability is that no one is planning for it."12

U S WEST cannot agree with this observation. In the first place, several lo­

cal number portability options are already available and carriers continue

to find innovative ways to use the existing network (notwithstanding its

current limitations) to provide yet even more portability options, as at least

MFS has recognized,13 Second, the entire telecommunications industry is

working on the assignment of a Service Access Code for use in the provision

of additional portability capabilities. Although the focus of this work has

been in connection with personal communications services, there is no

the lAESS before 1995, and a directory number trigger for the lAESS may not be available
until a later date.

11Moreover, while telephone company networks are evolving towards AIN, U S WEST
does not know whether the networks of other carriers (including competitive access pro­
viders and interexchange carriers) are also moving toward AIN. This is important be­
cause, as discussed in Part III(B) infra, the provision of local number portability requires
the participation of the entire industry, including competitive access providers, interex­
change carriers, and cellular carriers.

12See McCaw Comments at 20. See also note 1 supra.

13See MFS Comments at 6-7 and n.6.
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technical reason why this same SAC cannot be used by other service

providers in connection with their services.

Third, local number portability is one of the subjects that will be dis-

cussed as part of the Proposal on the Future of Numbering in World Zone 1:

[T]he NANPA strongly recommends that number portability must
be a prime consideration when developing the numbering plan for
the future of WZl. * * * It therefore behooves the entire telecom­
munications sector, Le., industry, users, and regulators, to ac­
tively study the methods by which service provider portability can
be implemented in order to determine the one method that is the
most efficient and effective.l4

Finally, at least the telephone industry is moving towards deployment of the

Advanced Intelligent Network. As discussed above, these AIN capabilities,

if also implemented by the rest of the industry, should facilitate the capabil­

ity to provide new features like local number portability.

III. THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT PUBLIC POLICY, ECONOMIC AND
OPERATIONAL ISSUES THAT MUST BE ADDRESSED BEFORE
NEW FORMS OF NUMBER PORTABILITY CAN BE IMPLE­
MENTED

There is a tendency in discussing a subject like local number porta­

bility to focus on the technology questions (e.g., how and when the capability

can be introduced). However, there are a series of public policy, opera­

tional, and economic issues that are equally (if not, more) important. Some

of these other issues are summarized below.

14North American Numberini Plan Administrator's Proposal on the Future of Number­
Wi in World Zone 1, § 5.2, p. 24 (2d edition, Jan. 4, 1993). McCaw is therefore mistaken in
asserting that "Dellcore's draft Long-Range Numbering Plan does not even mention"
number portability. See McCaw Comments at 20.
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A. Local Number Portability Would Appear to be an Issue For the

State Commissions. The Communications Act reserves to the States the

right to regulate telecommunications within their borders. IS It is thus the

States, and not this Commission, which have the jurisdiction to determine

whether there should be competition in the local exchange in the provision

of intrastate services. And the authority to decide whether there should be

such competition necessarily includes the power to determine the terms

under which competition will be allowed. It would appear, then, that such

questions as whether local number portability should be made available,

when, where, and under what terms are matters reserved to the state

commissions .16

B. The Provision of Number Portability ReQJ1ires the Participation of

the Entire Industry. Includine Interexchanee Carriers. The most vocal

proponents of local number portability give the impression that new porta­

bility options can be provided simply by having the Bell and GTE companies

modify their networks. 17 This impression is grossly misleading because, if

local number portability is to be viable, Jill members of the industry must

ISSee 47 U.S.C. § 152(b). See also Louisiana PUC v.~, 476 U.S. 355 (1986).

16rrhis conclusion is consistent with past practice whereby such numbering issues as NPA
splits and new dialing arrangements have been decided by the state commissions rather
than this Commission.

17MFS, for example, asks only that "local exchange carriers" be required to implement
local number portability. MFS Comments at 10. Teleport similarly states that "LECs"
should deploy SS7/AIN capability in a manner consistent with the eventual implementa­
tion of local number portability. Teleport Comments at 8. Nowhere in their comments do
these carriers acknowledge that they too must have number portability capability, nor do
they acknowledge that cellular and interexchange carriers must have this capability as
well.
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have the capability of providing local number portability - including inde­

pendent telephone companies, cellular carriers, competitive access pro­

viders, and interexchange carriers.

The provision of local number portability necessarily means that car­

riers can no longer use their current methods of routing a call to comple­

tion (because the carrier serving the called party would no longer be identi­

fied on the basis of the NPA-NXX in the dialed digits). As a result, carriers

must find another means of identifying the carrier serving the called party

(e.g., a data base query). This means that carriers directly serving sub­

scribers (e.g., cellular carriers, competitive access providers, telephone

companies) must be able to identify the carrier of the called party on every

local call originated by one of their customers - regardless of whether the

party being called uses a number that has become portable.

This same carrier identification function must also be performed on

all incoming interexchange calls. Today, most incoming interstate traffic

bypasses the LATA tandems and is routed directly to the end office switch

serving the called party. Interexchange carriers route their traffic to end

offices using the same routing method employed by local carriers - that is,

on the basis of the NPA and NXX in the dialed digits. If, however, the NPA­

NXX no longer identifies the switch serving the called party, interexchange

carriers must either (a) re-route all their traffic to a LATA tandem switch

(so the telephone company owning that switch can perform the carrier
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identification function for the interexchange carrier), or (b) also use an­

other means to identify that switch (e.g., a data base query),18

Exercise of the first option would require a massive re-design and

upgrade of the local network to accommodate the additional traffic that once

bypassed the LATA tandem. Exercise of the second option presents in­

terexchange carriers with the same set of challenges presented to local car­

riers in connection with the provision of local number portability.

The point is that the provision of a workable local number portability

capability requires the active participation of the entire industry. All carri­

ers must agree to convert to number portability; all must agree to use the

same method of portability; and all must agree to implement any new capa­

bilityon a similar schedule.

C. The Wisdom of Focusioi on Local Number Portability. Rather

than National Number Portability. Must Be Resolyed. The criticism of the

current addressing scheme is that it is inflexible because it is based on ge­

ography. A change in a customer's location (or serving carrier) ordinarily

requires a number change (unless the customer subscribes to one of the

current methods of number portability). More robust forms of local number

portability are championed as removing this inflexibility. But it is impor­

tant to note that these more robust forms remove this inflexibility only in

part; even these new forms of local number portability continue to be based

18If an interexchange carrier does not have a local number portability capability and, as a
result, it continues to route calls to the end office identified by the NPA-NXX in the dialed
digits, its calls will be sent to a recording (advising its customers that the cans cannot be
completed) if the caned party is no longer served by the switch.
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on geography and, as such, contain a potentially significant restriction on

the portability of the numbers.

While there is no consensus in the comments over the definition of

local, most seem to agree that, at least in the near future, it would mean

some geographic area less than a full NPA,19 Consequently, even if a more

robust form of local number portability were deployed, customers moving

outside this "local" area must still accept a number change (e.g., a cus­

tomer moves from a south Denver suburb in the 303 NPA to a northern Col­

orado Springs suburb in the 719 NPA).

As noted above, work is now underway to assign a Service Access

Code to providers interested in offering services with portable numbers.

With a number in this SAC, customers can retain their number regardless

of their location throughout the country (i.e., in or outside the local area)

and regardless of their service provider. It would appear that the provision

of national number portability would be a more attractive option to cus­

tomers than would the provision of local number portability. And it would

appear that the provision of national number portability would be more at­

tractive to a Commission charged with regulating interstate services.

There are, moreover, practical reasons for the industry to focus its ef­

forts on the provision of national number portability rather than local num­

ber portability. A national portability option would allow the industry to

transition gracefully to a new addressing scheme while meeting the full

19See, e.g., McCaw Comments 19 ("local exchange service" area); MFS Comments at 8
n.7 ("selected geographic areas where competition is most advanced").
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demand for portable numbers in the process. The provision of local number

portability, in contrast, would require a "flash cut" approach, as this capa­

bility would likely need to be deployed in Perhaps all 144 geographic NPAs.

A national number portability option using the SAC approach would

also be more efficient. With this approach, the only calls that would be

screened for purposes of identifying the serving carrier are those destined

to a customer with a number in that SAC (ala 800 data base service). In

contrast, local number portability requires that all. originating and incom­

ing calls be screened. The present demand for number portability does not

apPear to justify this extensive "screen every call" approach.

Currently, only 1 of every 200 U S WEST customers uses remote call

forwarding, a capability providing one form of local number portability.20

With this technology, the only calls that receive special processing are those

destined to customers ordering the call forwarding option.

In contrast, the "every-call-data-base-query" approach advocated by

some would impose unnecessary call processing on 199 of every 200 cus­

tomers. For these customers, the new step of identifying the serving car­

rier would serve no useful purpose because the query would simply confirm

that the dialed NPA-NXX is the switch serving the called party.

20rrhe Commission should not assume that every remote call forwarding customer buys
this feature to obtain number portability. In fact, most customers purchase remote call
forwarding to have a presence in a distant location (e.g., a Denver business purchases the
feature so its customers in Colorado Springs can call it by dialing only seven digits and
avoiding a toll charge). Consequently, it would appear that the current demand for local
number portability is something less than 0.5%.
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The foregoing reasons would suggest that, at least in the near future,

the industry's portability efforts are better focused on the provision of num­

ber portability that is national in scope rather than local in scope.

D. Consumer Impacts Must Be Considered. The public will cer­

tainly be impacted by the wide deployment of the local number portability

capability discussed in the comments. The most vocal proponents of more

robust forms of local number portability summarized the benefits of porta­

bility to the public. These same comments, however, did not mention some

of the other impacts that the public will encounter.

The public's most immediate concern will be whether it will be asked

to pay for the costs of implementing the capability even if it does not use it.

The answer to this concern will depend upon the resolution of the cost re­

covery issues discussed in Part III(G) below.

However, the provision of more robust forms of local number portabil­

ity will impact the public in another way: the continued ability to distin­

guish local from toll calls. The public today can distinguish a local call

from a toll call within the originating NPA on the basis of the central office

code of the party being called. If, however, the NXX no longer identifies a

specific carrier's switch within an NPA, then the public will no longer

know, based on the dialed digits, whether the calls it originates are local or

toll.

The importance to the public of the ability to distinguish local from

toll calls should not be underestimated. Even this nation's most sophisti-
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cated users recently reminded this Commission of the importance of this

capability to them.21

E. Local Number Portability May ReQ,Uire Massiye Chanies to Car­

riers' Billini and Operational Support Systems. The North American

Numbering Plan was intentionally designed decades ago to route calls

based on the dialed digits. Carriers therefore designed their billing and op­

erational support systems (e.g., service provisioning, maintenance, repair)

on the basis of the NPA-NXX of the dialed digits. Many of these systems

will require major modifications if, as a result of implementing more ro­

bust forms of local number portability, the switch serving the called party

can no longer be identified by the NPA-NXX in the dialed digits.

For example, the provision of more robust forms of local number

portability would require the entire industry to modify the way in which it

rates and bills toll calls. Today, each end office switch is assigned a V&H

coordinate specific to that switch and, in determining the distance of a long

distance call for the purpose of billing, carriers compare the V&H coordi­

nates of the end office serving the calling party with the V&H coordinates of

the end office serving the called party (identified by the NPA-NXX in the di­

aled digits). This rating method can no longer be used if there is no assur­

ance that the NPA-NXX in the dialed digits actually serves the called party.

Similar modifications would be required to the dozens of systems

used to provision service, maintain service and repair service.

2lSee Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee Comments at 18-28.
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F. The Industry May Need to De.im a New Addressini Plan and
SimaliDi Protocols May Have to be Modified. Some of the proponents of

more robust methods of local number portability assert that this capability

may result in a more efficient use of numbers. Actually, the number porta­

bility methods being advocated could pose a serious drain on this nation's

numbering resource - unless the industry were to make dramatic

changes in the way calls are routed.

The inefficiency of the portability options being discussed are illus­

trated .by 800 data base. Every 800 subscriber is assigned two numbers for a

single line: (1) the 800 number dialed by the public, and (2) the 800 sub­

scriber's POTS number which carriers use to route the call to completion.

The widespread deployment and use of number portability would likewise

require the assignment of two telephone numbers for each access line (i.e.,

the published number dialed by the public and another number used for

routing the call to the switch serving the called party).

The assignment of two telephone numbers is not efficient, and the

industry will likely have to change its routing and addressing methods if a

healthy demand for number portability were ever to develop and to separate

numbers (and dialing) from network addressing. This would mean that

carriers would have to begin routing calls on some basis other than the di­

aled digits. Such a change would require the industry to develop and agree

to a new network addressing plan; it would likely require changes to the

signaling protocols (e.g., MF, 887) to incorporate these changes; and it

would likely force the replacement of analog switching systems (e.g.,

lAESS).

-15 -



G. Cost Recoyery Questions Must Be Resolyed Before the Industry Is

Reguired to Make Simificant Investments. Carriers cannot be expected to

make new investments, particularly large ones, unless they have a reason­

able ·assurance that, as a result of the investment, they will realize efficien­

cies (or cost savings) and/or new revenues sufficient to cover the invest­

ment. The subject of cost recovery is, therefore, critical and must be ad­

dressed before carriers are asked to make additional investments to provide

more robust forms of local number portability.

Unfortunately, the subject of cost recovery received little attention in

the comments. Two of the most vocal proponents of number portability

(McCaw and Teleport) did not even mention the subject. In contrast, MFS

acknowledged that portability implementation costs must be "recovered in

an equitable and non-discriminatory manner from participating carriers,"

but it did not advance a specific proposal for public discussion.22

The costs to provide local number portability may be substantial. The

telephone industry will be submitting shortly its costs to provide 800 number

portability, and these costs should give some indication of what it would cost

to provide local number portability. It bears caution that, because of the ad­

ditional network changes that must be made to provide local number porta­

bility (e.g., modifications to billing and operational support systems), it is

22MFS Comments at 9. However, U S WEST must question what MFS means by "equit­
able and non-discriminatory." While supposedly supporting "equitable" cost recovery,
MFS al80 appears to criticize the cost-causative methods of cost recovery used with the cur­
rent forms of number portability. ld. at 7 ("Unles8 [customers] subscribe to a 'one-number'
service (At additional~, they must have a separate number for each telephone.")(em­
phasis added).
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reasonable to expect that the cost to provide local number portability will be

even larger than that required to provide 800 portability.

But whatever the costs of number portability may be, a fair and equi­

table way of recovering those costs must be developed, and this cost recovery

issue must be resolved before carriers are asked to make new investments.

IV. CONCLUSION

Some forms of local number portability already exist and new forms

continue to be introduced. The industry is on the eve of using its first "car­

rier identified by a data base" approach, and industry groups are examin­

ing a similar "SAC" approach for non-800 calls. The industry will also dis­

cuss number portability as it considers and refines the long term plan for

the North American Numbering Plan. Finally, at least the telephone in­

dustry is evolving its public switched network to an architecture that is

conducive to the availability of additional portability options in the future.

In these circumstances, there does not appear to be a need for any

Commission action at this time. If there is an unknown link in this evolu-

tion, it is whether the networks maintained by the rest of the telecommuni­

cations industry - specifically competitive access providers and interex­

change carriers - are moving in the same direction so they can provide

similar capabilities as well. Consequently, if the Commission wishes to
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take some action at this time, it should investigate the directions of these

carriers and their networks.

Respectfully submitted,

u S WEST, Inc.

~~__~~L __
~=~\'J;B rktreet, N.W., Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20036
3Q3.8~2200

Laurie J. Bennett, Of Counsel

Febroary 24, 1993 Attorneys for U S WEST, Inc.
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1201 New York Ave., N.W.
Penthouse suite
Washington, D.C. 20005



J,

Andrew D. Lipman
Russell M. Blau
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20007

John M. Goodman
Charles H. Kennedy
Bell Atlantic
1710 H street, N.W.
Washinton, D.C. 20006

Michael s. Slomin
Bell Communications Research,

Inc.
290 West Mount Pleasant Ave.
Livingston, NJ 07039

William B. Barfield
Thompson T. Rawls II
BellSouth Corporation
Suite 1800
1155 Peachtree street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30367

Michael F. Altschul
Michele C. Farquhar
Cellular Telecommunications

Industry Association
Two Lafayette Centre
Suite 300
1133 21st street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 200036

Thomas E. Taylor
Christopher J. Wilson
Frost & Jacobs
2500 Central Trust Center
201 East Fifth street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

R.E. Sigmon
Cincinnati Bell Telephone
201 E. Fourth street
102-320
P.O. Box 2301
cincinnati, OH 45201

A.A. Kurtze
Centel corporation
8725 Higgins Road
Chicago, IL 60631

Theodore D. Frank
Vonya B. McCann
Arent Fox Kintner Plotkin &

Kahn
1050 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Werner K. Hartenberger
J. G. Harrington
Laura H. Phillips
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson
1255 23rd Street
suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20037



McClay
N.W.
20036

Daniel L. Bart
GTE Service Corporation
1850 M street, N.W.
suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Darrell s. Townsley
The Illinois Commerce

Commission
160 North LaSalle street
Suite C-800
Chicago, IL 60601

Judith st. Ledger-Roty
Lynn E. Shapiro
Reed Smith Shaw &
1200 18th street,
Washington, D.C.

Angela Burnett
Information Industry

Association
555 New Jersey Ave., N.W.
Suite 800
washington, D.C. 20001

Mark R. Hamilton
Marsha Olch
McCaw Cellular communications,

Inc.
5400 Carillon Point
Kirkland, WA 98033

Loretta J. Garcia
Donald J. Elardo
MCI Telecommunications

Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Mary McDermott
Campbell L. Ayling
NYNEX
120 Bloomingdale Road
White Plains, NY 10605

Steven E. Watkins
David Cosson
National Telephone Cooperative

Association
2626 pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

William J. Cowan
New York State Department

of Public Service
Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, NY 12223

Daniel L. Brenner
David L. Nicoll
National Cable Television

Association, Inc.
1724 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036



Albert H. Kramer
Robert F. Aldrich
Keck, Mahin & Cate
1201 New York Ave., N.W.
Penthouse suite
Washington, D.C. 20005

Paul Rodgers
Charles D. Gray
James Bradford Ramsay
National Association of

Requlatory utility
Commissioners

1102 ICC Building
Washington, D.C. 20044

R. Michael Senkowski
Jeffrey S. Linder
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

James P. Tuthill
Nancy C. Woolf
M. de B. Brown
James L. Wurtz
Pacific Telesis Group
1275 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
washington, D.C. 20004

Josephine S. Trubeck
Rochester Telephone

Corporation
180 South Clinton Ave.
Rochester, NY 14646

Jay C. Keithley
Leon Kestenbaum
Phyllis Whitten
Sprint Corporation
1850 M Street, N.W.
suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20036

Linda D. Hershman
Southern New England

Telecommunications
Corporation
227 Church Street
New Haven, Conn. 06510

James D. Ellis
William J. Free
Mark P. Royer
Southwestern Bell corporation
One Bell Center
Room 3524
st. Louis, MO 63101

D. Kelly Daniels
Telco Planning, Inc.
808 The Pittock Block
921 S.W. washington
Portland, OR 97205

Alex J. Harris
Teleport Communications Group
One Teleport Drive
Staten Island, NY 10311



Martin T. McCUe
Linda Kent
united states Telephone

Association
900 19th street, N.W.
suite 800
washington, D.C. 20006

David C. Henny
Whidbey Telephone Company
2747 E. state Highway 525
Langley, WA 98260

G. A. Gorman
North Pittsburgh Telephone

Company
4008 Gibsonia Road
Gibsonia, PA 15044-9311

**Mark H. Goldberg
unitel communications, Inc.
200 Welington street West
Toronto, Ontario M5V 3C7

**8. R. Burrows
Bell Canada
F4, 160 Elgin street
Ottawa, Ontario K1G 314

**Canadian Sterring
Committee on NUmbering

410 Laurter Avenue West
Box 2410
station D
ottawa, Ontario KIP 6H5

**Bernard A. Courtois
Bell Canada
105, rue Hotel-de-ville,

6 etage
Hull (Quebec) J8X4H7


